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RESOURCE DEVELOPMENT GROUP ASSIGNMENT
&

METHODOLOGY
Resource Development Group’s mission is to ensure that our clients maximize both their potential and their success in the planning, funding and implementation of their strategic plan and vision.

Resource Development Group (RDG) has conducted more than 60 community assessment projects throughout the country, in which RDG developed, tested and recommended multi-year business plans and funding strategies.

The methodology used in this assessment included interviews of a total of 32 individuals, representing business, foundation and community leaders.

Our assignment and analysis focused on:

· Evaluate key leadership’s acceptance and support for the need for the proposed building renovations and new program funding.
· Prioritize key GFAC activities and program initiatives.
· Seek advice, counsel and recommendations of key program stakeholders and potential donors;

· Determine leadership consensus and commitment to GFAC’s vision for the future;

· Evaluate capacity of present and potential constituency for increased, future financial support;

· Identify prospective campaign chairs;

· Evaluate feasibility of $1.5 million campaign goal

· Perception of the effectiveness of the GFAC staff and programs;

· Identify potential challenges and impediments in launching and successfully completing a major gifts campaign.

BACKGROUND
Key information regarding the history and services was obtained from board and staff members.  GFAC serves a great many important roles in the community.  As a unique umbrella service organization, GFAC provides important services to the arts and culture field as a convener, a project administrator and a direct-program provider.
Recently, several large arts organizations have successfully completed major capital expansions.  Additionally, new arts organizations have emerged over the last 24 months and it is clear that the arts community is here to stay.  
However, a burgeoning arts community introduces challenges to the region, among them are:
· Cohesive communication (among arts organizations, artists and to the community)

· Coordination and collaboration to minimize inefficiencies (i.e., duplication, etc)

· Staff & volunteer development

· Leadership in both planning for the broader arts community and, more importantly now, executing the plan.
GFAC receives many requests each month for new or expanded programming that cannot be delivered because of limited resources.  A focal point is needed: an arts community-coordinator where over 100 organizations and well over 1,200 local artists can explore and display their talents.
As a first step toward that goal, GFAC has renovated their first of three floors of an existing building at 816 South Saginaw Street in downtown Flint.  Future plans call for completely refurbishing the remaining two floors to allow for a full complement of cultural and art-oriented programming, as well as funding an endowment for key organizational priorities.  

· Facility renovations to support programming, such as


$   750,000

a.    Roof replacement



(few, but “key” supportive opinions)
b. New passenger elevator


(no opinions)
c. 2nd Floor theater or rehearsal space

(several supportive opinions)
d. 2nd Floor (class, studio or gallery space)

(several supportive opinions)
e. 3rd Floor banquet facility


(virtually all voiced opposition)
· Endowment (Program & Technology)





$   750,000

a. Expansion of existing programs to meet demand
(virtually all supported)
b. Student award scholarships


(few supportive opinions)
c. Staff position(s)



(several supportive opinions)
d. Software (i.e., “ArtOpolis”) & equipment

(virtually all supported)
e. Facility maintenance



(several supportive opinions)
================
$1,500,000

KEY MARKET FINDINGS
To learn current opinions about GFAC and its need for expanded facilities and endowment, 32 interviews were conducted with arts advocates and prominent members of the community.  

These interviews measured the relationship of community leaders to GFAC to show perceived strengths and weaknesses.  This study determines if a positive attitude exists for holding a capital fundraising drive by comparing interview results with factors that are always present in successful campaigns.  During the interviews, the answers to three important questions were sought that have great bearing on whether a capital campaign is practical.  Findings are as follows:









Norm (*)

Study Results
1. Favorable attitude toward GFAC



84%


79%

2. Justification of a capital campaign



64%


41%

3. Willingness to contribute




68%


34%
(*) Coming from successful campaigns around the country, percentages at or above the “norm” suggest conditions are optimized for a successful capital campaign.  
Favorable attitude toward GFAC.

The overall rating of 79% is high and demonstrates a far-reaching satisfaction with GFAC, in terms of participant’s personal experiences.  However, it does not reach the industry norms required to move forward on a campaign.  While a majority of people could not articulate what the organization does, they confidently declared, “GFAC is doing good things”.  This rating appears good on the surface, but is not sustainable in the long-term without significantly enhancing the “education” of stakeholders and prospects (they must know what you are doing and appreciate the value of what you are doing).

Since 3 of the 32 participants had no opinion/experience with GFAC, they were not calculated into the rating.  However, another 3 said they were not satisfied.  

Among the most recognized “current” services were gallery exhibits, festivals and the ArtWalk (i.e., primarily services targeted to local artists).

Justification of a capital campaign.

The majority viewpoint was that GFAC was not in a good position to launch a campaign.  Despite a review of the case statement and talking about stretched GFAC resources to meet increasing demand, the vast majority could not see how a campaign would help the broader arts community.  Would renovating the additional two floors – and making space available - really be the best purpose for which GFAC launches a campaign?  

A majority questioned whether board members could provide the leadership a campaign of this size warrants.  However, there were no real reservations about the $1.5 million being an attainable goal.

Willingness to contribute.
Of the 66% that said they would not contribute, almost all of them said they would if they better understood the value and impact of the organization on the arts community.

Surprisingly, several closest to the organization suggested they could not support a campaign at this time without a better understanding of:

· The organization’s capacity to plan and execute a high-profile and well articulated campaign (board influence and access to major donors, clear and urgent campaign messaging)

· The organization’s administrative capacity (grant reporting, donor stewardship, etc.)

· A more focused definition of the GFAC “customer”.

ASSESSMENT DISCUSSION POINTS
Regarding their knowledge of GFAC, participants suggested they were “somewhat more knowledgeable” than most people in the region.  Also, participants have been associated with GFAC between 0 and 38 years – with the average just over 8 years.
1. Please give your impressions of each of the following elements of GFAC:

	
	Excellent (4)
	Good (3)
	Fair (2)
	Poor (1)
	No Opinion (0)

	Quality of Staff
	
	
	
	
	

	Program Quality
	
	
	
	
	

	Performance of CEO
	
	
	
	
	

	Quality of Fundraising
	
	
	
	
	


· Quality of Staff received a rating of 2.3.  Most participants selected “no opinion” because they did not know the staff.
· Program Quality received a rating of 2.6.  Most participants were unaware of specific programs.
· Performance of CEO received a rating of 3.1.  The vast majority expressed favorable opinions regarding the CEO’s performance.  Almost all suggested the need for additional administrative support and for the CEO to delegate more and micro-manage less.  
· Quality of Fundraising received a 1.1, suggesting a great need to improve.
2. What areas stand out among its greatest strengths?  Participant comments include:
· Working with local artists

· Newsletter

· Brings people together

· Volunteers are great
· Staff – presence is known throughout community

· Some “technical” assistance to new/growing arts organizations

· Gallery space, ArtWalk & Festival (but should hire others to run)

· CEO is very passionate, committed and involved in community (but should not get too far in front of board) and connects well with decision/grant-makers.
· Serves a complimentary role with larger arts institutions in Flint
3. What areas need improvement?  Participant comments include:
· Strong “front-of-house” staff needed (receptionist/secretarial).
· Need more administrative support/follow-through (i.e., outstanding grant reports)

· Delegate/compartmentalize (create divisions)

· Greg & Cathy do too much minutia (stretched too thin) and understaffed
· Facility needs to be more accessible/flexible (not just 10 to 5. . .weekends, too).

· Communicate better with staff, board and community

· Fundraising (i.e., better board support, obtain grants from other foundations, cultivation and stewardship activities are desperately needed)
· Better Articulate the need & agency’s value-add 
· Focus on what they do best and drop other activities from mission.

· Networking/advocacy role

· Create a listserv for arts professionals and advocates

· Reach/engage more wealthy donors

· Need better marketing/awareness campaign

· Extend program reach into downtown neighborhoods

· Board needs higher profile

· Board needs more active & vested committees

· Too broad in scope/services
· Need to provide more services to minority populations

· Seems to serve Flint only. . .branch out more into Genesee County

4. Participant’s vision of the role of GFAC in community?  Participant comments include:
· An arts champion – artists to collaborate/coordinate; convener for arts organizations

· At the table with economic development planning groups

· More leveraging of outside the community resources for artists and arts organizations
· Service to artists, arts organizations (their staff and boards) 

· Better as a clearing-house for arts community (not a direct service provider, but as an “enabler” for others)

· One-stop-shop for arts information (information and referral)
· Bring community art into the city

· Provide grants to artists for specific projects

· Publicize volunteer and staff opportunities

· Bring together fragmented arts community (partners & collaborators are key in future funding criteria for some local foundations)

5. Which priorities listed below resonate with you?

	
	Rating (3 is highest)

	Improve
	

	· Facility  (renovations) for enhanced program delivery
	2.5

	· Parking & access
	2.3

	Build Endowment and/or Expand Programming for:
	

	· Artists
	2.7

	· Arts Organizations
	2.7

	· Local Residents
	2.0

	· Students Scholarships/Awards
	1.5

	· Fund Staff Positions
	2.7

	· Special Equip/Software
	2.6

	· Facility Operating Expenses
	2.4


6. Suggested use of renovated space:
· After-school, arts programming for teens

· Meeting space & arts education/appreciation into the schools (what is art?)

· Incubator space for new/growing arts organizations

· Theater or rehearsal space

· Office space for small arts organizations

· Workshop and/or studio space for artists

· Versatile space (similar to 1st floor)

· Living space for visual artists

· Student housing for theater students (University of Michigan)

· Do not offer a banquet facility/hall

· No more gallery space

7. Other fundraising campaigns currently vying for donor/prospect support (there was uncertainty regarding the campaign goals for each).
· University of Michigan – Flint

· Endowment for FIA

· Endowment for Mott Community College

· Endowment for Flint Board of Education

· Possible campaign for Cultural Center Corporation

· McClaren Regional Medical Foundation

· First Presbitarian Church

· Kettering University

· Community Foundation of Greater Flint

· Capital Theater

· New Catholic High School (southern Flint area)

· Boy Scouts of America

· Flint Public Library

· United Way (and member agencies)

· Hurley Medical Center

· Genesis

8. Is the amount and configuration of $1.5 million feasible?

A campaign goal of $1.5 million was feasible, contingent upon GFAC building a stronger vision and assuaging issues of organizational capacity in the future (there were two that suggested $500k).
9. The people (and organizations) that must endorse this campaign (“CC” signifies suggested Campaign Chairs).
· CS Mott Foundation Leadership

· Ruth Mott Foundation Leadership

· Regional Chamber Leadership

· Cultural Center Corp Leadership
· Flint Institute of Art Leadership

· Mayor’s Office

· Creative Alliance Leadership

· Koegels (CC)

· Hurands (CC)

· Ridgway White (CC)

· Sis McArthur (CC)

· Lavern Ross (CC)

· Ghassan Saab (CC)

10. Other sources of funding to consider:
· AG Bishop Trust

· Citizens Bank

· Chase/BankOne

· Kreskie Foundation

· Auto Dealer’s Association

· Financial Advisor firms

· Governor’s discretionary fund

· Kellogg Foundation

· Bloomberg Foundation

· General Motors

· Republic Bank

RECOMMENDATIONS

Until community leadership, GFAC stakeholders and prospective donors are more engaged and educated, delay starting up a capital campaign for one year.  Before this can be accomplished, the following must take place (ranked in order of importance):
· Enhancing Credibility  GFAC must become more credible, in terms of their role in the community and their capacity to serve the arts community.  
· Providing greater focus of the primary and secondary GFAC “customer”.  The perfect recipe for mediocrity has always been trying to serve too many market segments with limited resources.  GFAC’s programs will continue to suffer from low awareness and appreciation until this focus is obtained.  Once that is accomplished, GFAC is in need of a public relations (image-enhancing, value-articulating) campaign that clearly articulates its value-add to both the arts and entire community.  The proposed “elevator speeches” were modified to read, 

“GFAC is a critical coordinating organization that serves as a planning and resource center, facilitating a robust arts culture in our community.”
· Stabilize fundraising and administrative practices.  While the budget has continued to increase over the last decade, much of it is due to large grants coming from very few institutions.  Several granting organizations have expressed concern over GFAC’s ability to file the required grant reports in a timely manner – which creates credibility and capacity concerns for future grants.  

· Seek short-term programming wins that will enhance public relations.  Do not wait for the capital campaign to seek funding for ArtOpolis.  Even more than any single program is recognized by the public, they recognize and appreciate GFAC’s newsletter and website. . .the public is hungry to stay informed.  

· Additionally, the CEO needs to become immersed in the upcoming B.E.S.T. arts cohort study.  It is anticipated that this study will identify evolving and emerging arts-related leadership opportunities.  Finally, enhancing program offerings to arts organizations will be important.  Despite GFAC’s attempts to fulfill the role, there remains a leadership vacuum within the arts community.  All sizes of arts organizations continue to seek a leader/organization that will help them develop their potential.  An influential potential funder suggested, 

“Without addressing this concern, GFAC could forfeit leadership aspirations for arts organizations - other organizations will step in to fill the void/meet the need.”

· Better prepare campaign infra-structure & systems  
· Update the renovation drawings, based upon the most urgent needs and the needs that GFAC is best suited to address.  Tremendous controversy exists concerning the inclusion of a banquet hall within the framework of a GFAC capital campaign.  Comments from potential funders included:
“Why is GFAC creating a banquet hall when there are others in the community?”
“Is managing reservations and a banquet hall a core strength/competency of GFAC?”
“Aren’t there others, such as for-profit organizations that could provide this service more efficiently?”
· Revise the case statement to include:

· A stronger sense of urgency in meeting documented unmet demand
· The “downtown development” benefits for Flint and 
· The emerging leadership role envisioned by GFAC.

· Recruit a campaign chair that can help drive your campaign preparation.  While the timing of other campaigns were identified as potential conflicts, they would not hinder a GFAC campaign – with the exception of Flint Cultural Center Corporation (FCCC).  However, FCCC has not made a decision to move forward with a campaign.  It will be critical to learn of their intentions and timetable before considering GFAC campaign dates.  

· Institute a broader cultivation program for major gift prospects.  For instance, a series of receptions to be held in various board member’s homes where potential large-gift contributors can meet and learn from the most passionate and key players.  Alternatively, “coffees” with the board chair and CEO with individual leaders of institutions and/or families would accomplish the same purpose, but on a more intimate level.  GFAC may consider a bus tour or walking tour of arts community.  Invite the 32 survey participants back to receive a progress report on preparing for a campaign.
· Although those interviewed see the board as highly supportive, many people doubt that enough members will make major gifts to the capital campaign or have the influence and access necessary to reach other major donors.  GFAC should identify and recruit additional board members with wealth/influence/access, as well as more individuals that represent the future, “up-and-coming” community leaders.  Expanding these segments on the board will ensure a more successful capital campaign in the future.  However, expanding and satisfying these segments necessitates a set of strong and active committees – which can change some of the functions of the CEO, too.
· Donor/Prospects remain virtually undeveloped.  A developed annual giving program becomes a strong feeder to major gifts.  The organization should consider tiered membership levels – distinguished individual and/or organizational criteria and corresponding stewardship (recognition) benefits.  Most of the stakeholders identified for the feasibility study were not in a central donor/prospect database.  For example, except for board members, most of the phone numbers and addresses had to be obtained from the internet.  It is highly unusual to attempt to build an endowment without a more developed annual giving program (success in annual giving demonstrates to the donor/prospect that GFAC will be successful with larger contributions in the future).
ASSESSMENT PARTICIPANTS

	Traci Atkinson 
	Business Owner
	Pages Bookstore

	Nicole Borcherding
	Development Officer
	University of Michigan - Flint

	William J.Churchill 
	Business Owner
	Koerts Glass & Paint

	Brenda Clack
	State Representative
	Michigan House of Representatives

	Joann Downing
	Development Officer
	Greater Flint Arts Council

	Troy Farah
	Director
	West Second Street Associates

	Carol Hamady
	Volunteer
	Flint Community

	Sue Hamady 
	Volunteer
	Flint Community

	Louis Hawkins 
	Division Officer
	HealthPlus of Michigan

	Tim Herman
	Director
	Genesee Regional Chamber of Commerce

	Jennifer Hill 
	Division Officer
	Ruth Mott Foundation

	Kathi Horton 
	Director
	Community Foundation of Greater Flint

	Gary Hurand 
	Business Owner
	Hurand Enterprises (MDI)

	James Jones
	Program Officer
	University of Michigan - Flint

	John Kopp
	Business Owner
	Four Daughters Gallery, LLC

	Sue Lauber 
	Business Owner
	Consultant/Event Coordinator

	Ann Marie 
	Division Officer
	Community Foundation of Greater Flint

	Sam Morello
	Volunteer
	Flint Community

	Patrick Naswell 
	Division Officer
	Charles Stewart Mott Foundation

	Cindy Ornstein 
	Director
	Flint Cultural Center Corporation

	Erin Ornweller
	Director
	RedInc

	Robert Piper 
	Business Owner
	Piper Realty Company

	Linda Pylypiw 
	Business Owner
	The Law Office

	Joel Rash 
	Director
	Flint Local 432

	Khalil Saab
	Business Owner
	Sorensen Gross Construction

	Kathryn Sharbaugh 
	Development Officer
	Flint Institute of Arts

	Bill Stolpin
	Volunteer
	Flint Community

	Helene Streich 
	Volunteer
	Flint Community

	Adrianne Wells 
	Division Officer
	The Flint Journal

	Marge Wentworth
	Volunteer
	Flint Community

	Ridgway White 
	Division Officer
	Charles Stewart Mott Foundation

	William (Bill) White 
	Director
	Charles Stewart Mott Foundation
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